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E-mail address: CNL.Olivers@psy.vu.nl (C.N.L. OlivVisual search for a target among distractors is often speeded when the target-deﬁning feature is repeated
from trial to trial, compared to when it changes. It has been proposed that whether this intertrial priming
effect is perceptual in nature or not, and how strong it is, depends on the perceptual ambiguity of the dis-
play. Using the event-related potential (ERP) method, Experiment 1 assessed whether perceptual ambi-
guity indeed resulted in increased priming, by comparing target repetitions and changes in a condition
with a target-resembling distractor to a condition without such a distractor. Priming effects on response
times were indeed greater in the presence of a distractor. Moreover, EEG analyses revealed latency shifts
and amplitude differences in the P1 and N2pc components for the same condition, consistent with a per-
ceptual locus of intertrial priming. Experiment 2 conﬁrmed this by varying the perceptual similarity of
the distractor to the target. Priming beneﬁts increased with increasing similarity.
 2009 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.1. Introduction
To study selective attention, researchers often make use of the
visual search task, inwhichobservers scandisplays for a relevantob-
ject (the target) among a number of irrelevant objects (the distrac-
tors). Findings indicate that selection in visual search is usually not
perfect. Thewrongobjectmaybe selectedand interferewith the task
when it has a particularly salient appearance (e.g. a distinct color,
Theeuwes, 1992; or abrupt onset, Yantis& Jonides, 1984), or it highly
resembles the object one is looking for (e.g. a red distractorwhen the
target is also red, Folk, Remington,& Johnston, 1992). Thus, attention
appears to reﬂect a bias in processing that is determined by both the
current stimulus and the overall task.
However, the current stimulus and the overall task are not the
only factors determining where attention is allocated in visual
search. To a large extent, the success or speed with which a target
is found on the current trial depends on automatic learning or prim-
ing effects stemming from immediately preceding trials (Maljkovic
& Nakayama, 1994; Müller, Heller, & Ziegler, 1995; Olivers &
Humphreys, 2003; see Los (1996) for a non-search example). In
oneof theﬁrst studies,Maljkovic andNakayama (1994) showed that
response times (RTs) to a red target were speededwhen the preced-
ing trial also contained a red target – as opposed to a green target –
even though the task was to look for both target types. In fact, suchll rights reserved.
ststr. 1, 1081 BT Amsterdam,
ers).intertrial effects occurred even when target repetitions and target
changes were perfectly predictable, suggesting that there is little
volitional control involved. Maljkovic and Nakayama (2000) there-
fore attributed these effects to a primitive and automatic priming
mechanismthat facilitates the return topreviously attendedobjects.
This would put the explanation of such effects at the perceptual end
of the information processing stream, prior to selection: the priming
facilitates the guidance of attention by increasing the relative visual
salience of the target. A similar view also returns in dimension-
weighting and guided search theories, which assume that more
‘‘attentionalweight” is put on the repeated target-deﬁning property.
This results in stronger and more rapid activation of that property
when the target appears again, leading to an advantage in the
competition for selection (Becker & Horstmann, 2009; Found &
Müller, 1996; Müller & Krummenacher, 2006; Müller et al., 1995;
Wolfe, Butcher, Lee, & Hyle, 2003; see also Bichot & Schall, 2002).
The alternative view has been that intertrial effects on visual
search stem from processes solely occurring after selection. Cohen
and Magen (1999) found evidence that what is primed is response
selection rather than visual selection. According to their account,
each stimulus property is assigned its own response module, and
when the property re-appears, processing within this response
module is facilitated. In support of a response-based account,
Kumada (2001; see also Olivers & Meeter, 2006) found intertrial
priming effects for present/absent search tasks, but not for so-called
compound search tasks. In the present/absent task, the target pres-
ence directly drives the response (allowing for direct response
priming), whereas in the compound search task, the response is
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dently from the target-deﬁning feature (thus controlling for re-
sponse mapping, although the effects of the deﬁning feature and
response feature may sometimes interact, e.g. Töllner, Gramann,
Müller, Kiss, & Eimer, 2008). Note that in these studies, the search
displays were exactly the same for each type of task, making it dif-
ﬁcult for perceptual, pre-selection accounts to fully explain the dif-
ferential priming effects. Nevertheless, a pure response priming
account cannot be the full story either. In fact, the original study
of Maljkovic and Nakayama (1994) involved a compound search
task: participants decided which corner was missing from a dia-
mond-shaped target. Yet they found very robust intertrial effects
that have been replicated many times since.
Huang, Holcombe, and Pashler (2004) have proposed that it is
not the perceptual stage prior to selection, nor the response selec-
tion stage at the end of the information processing stream that is
speeded by priming, but a stage in between – the stage that is
responsible for verifying or deciding whether a selected object is
indeed the target. They found that the repetition of an irrelevant
target property (e.g. color when participants were looking for size)
actually had a detrimental rather than a beneﬁcial effect on search
for a target on switch trials. This cannot easily be explained from a
perceptual pre-selection view, which predicts that the repetition of
color, if anything, should make the target more salient. Instead,
according to Huang et al., the partial mismatch of the target to pre-
vious memories creates confusion at a target veriﬁcation level,
which then slows the decision to respond.2. The ambiguity framework and the present study
To explain the apparently discrepant ﬁndings, Meeter and
Olivers (2006) have argued that intertrial priming plays a role in
resolving ambiguity (see also Olivers & Meeter, 2006, 2008). The
basic premise of this idea is that as task ambiguity increases, so
does the beneﬁt of intertrial repetition. Priming effects may be
expressed at different levels, such as perceptual competition or
response selection, depending on the level at which the task is
ambiguous. For example, when Meeter and Olivers introduced a
unique and salient distractor (a singleton) in a compound search
task, intertrial effects re-emerged. Meeter and Olivers (2006)
argued that the presence of a distractor makes the task of deter-
mining what the target is perceptually more confusing (or ambig-
uous in their terms). Priming of the target then helps to resolve
this perceptual ambiguity. Olivers and Meeter (2006) also found
evidence for intertrial priming when the task (i.e. stimulus–re-
sponse mappings) was made more ambiguous, while the stimulus
was kept the same. They argued that the decision to respond in a
present/absent task essentially suffers from more uncertainty (as
it is uncertain whether the target is present) than a compound
search (in which a target is always present). Thus, in a present/ab-
sent task there is more room for priming to resolve ambiguity.
When Olivers and Meeter introduced task-related ambiguity in a
compound search task (e.g. by alternating the response require-
ments), priming beneﬁts emerged even for this task.
In the present studywe further assessed priming in visual search
under conditions of perceptual ambiguity. Consider Fig. 1a and b,
which illustrate two conditions used by Meeter and Olivers (2006)
that we will investigate again here. In a compound search task, par-
ticipants searched for a red or a green diamond among gray distrac-
tors, and responded to the direction of an arrow head presented
inside the target. The target’s color unpredictably changed from trial
to trial. In the condition in which there was no singleton distractor
(Fig. 1a),Meeter andOlivers foundnoevidence for intertrial priming.
They proposed that this was the case because in such displays there
is only one object selected and thus there is little doubt what thetarget is. In theothercondition, referred to inFig. 1bas the similardis-
tractor condition, there was a blue or yellow singleton distractor
present. Now a robust 40 ms intertrial effect emerged. They pro-
posed that this was due to the ambiguous nature of the display:
priming helps to resolve the perceptual ambiguity by advancing
one object over the other in the competition for selection. Experi-
ment 1 of the current studywas designed to test the hypothesis that
priming aids in resolving ambiguity. For this purpose, we measured
ERPs from the scalp in conditions with relatively low (distractor
absent) and high (distractor present) perceptual ambiguity, in
response to target repetitions and target changes. Following earlier
work (see Luck, 2006, for an overview), we looked to the N2pc com-
ponent as an index of target selection. The N2pc is a lateralized ERP
component that is apparent at posterior electrode locations contra-
lateral to the location of an attended stimulus from roughly 175 ms
post-stimulus (Luck & Hillyard, 1994). Our expectationwas that the
N2pc would show changes in latency or amplitude that followed
behaviour, demonstrating that perceptual ambiguity has an impact
on target selection. We were additionally interested in changes in
the ERP preceding the N2pc that might reﬂect perceptual priming
beneﬁts. To foreshadow, results from the ERP study indeed provide
evidence for such early perceptual priming beneﬁts under condi-
tions of increased ambiguity.
Experiment 2 was a behavioural experiment that further tested
the role of perceptual ambiguity in intertrial priming. In addition to
the no distractor and similar distractor conditions mentioned ear-
lier, Experiment 2 included a dissimilar distractor condition, which
is illustrated in Fig. 1c. Here the singleton distractor deviated con-
siderably from the remainder of the display items in a number of
dimensions. On the basis of the literature we expected that such
a salient object would slow down search (e.g. Theeuwes, 1992).
Yet at the same time, the display would be less ambiguous, because
the distractor is less similar to the target. In other words, on the
basis of the ambiguity account, we expected RTs to increase, but
priming beneﬁts to decrease.
3. Experiment 1
We measured EEG, RTs and accuracy in response to target rep-
etitions and target switches in visual search under conditions of
low and high perceptual ambiguity. Participants searched for a col-
ored target diamond among mostly grey nontarget diamonds. In
the distractor-present condition one of the nontargets had a salient
color. We expected that priming effects on RT would increase in
that condition relative to a distractor absent condition because of
increased ambiguity, and that this behavioural pattern would be
reﬂected in the N2pc. We were furthermore interested in the pos-
sibility of observing priming effects in earlier components, such as
the visual P1, which occurs approximately 100 ms post-stimulus.
Evidence of such early modulation would provide a strong argu-
ment for a perceptual level of priming.
A previous EEG study by Töllner et al. (2008) is directly relevant
here. In this study observers searched for a target that differed
from the distractors in either of two dimensions. On half the trials,
the target was deﬁned by shape, on the other half it was deﬁned by
color. Consistent with earlier ﬁndings (Müller et al., 1995), search
RTs were faster when the target dimension repeated, compared
to when it switched. Together with this behavioural effect, Töllner
et al. (2008) found a latency beneﬁt as well as an amplitude in-
crease on the N2pc for repeated vs. switched dimensions, leading
them to conclude that priming affects target processing at percep-
tual stages prior to selection. However, although providing strong
evidence for a perceptual locus of priming, Töllner et al.’s data does
not provide direct evidence for the claim that priming changes per-
ception prior to selection. If we assume that the N2pc reﬂects the
selection process operating on perceptual representations, then a
Fig. 1. Example displays for the three conditions of Experiment 2. Targets were red or green diamonds. The nontarget items were all grey (A), except in the similar (B) and
dissimilar (C) distractor conditions in which there was a blue or yellow singleton distractor. In Experiment 1, among other differences, only conditions A and B were included,
the set size was reduced from 12 to 6, and the diamonds were increased in size. Examples of these displays are shown in Fig. 2.
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reﬂect a faster selection process, or both. Do repeated targets lead
to stronger perceptual representations because they are more
likely to be selected, or are repeated targets more likely to be se-
lected because they are perceptually stronger (as suggested by
Töllner et al.)? To conclude that priming changes perception prior
to selection, we need to ﬁnd evidence for ERP modulations prior to
the N2pc.
Our experiment was designed to extend that of Töllner et al. in
several ways. First, we optimized the experiment to enable early
perceptual priming. We did this by looking at feature priming
rather than dimension priming. In feature priming the two consec-
utive target features match exactly, possibly allowing for priming
to occur at lower level perceptual stages. The idea that featurepriming might act at earlier processing stages is consistent with
results from Becker (2008a, see also Becker, 2008b) demonstrating
that saccadic latencies are affected by feature priming but not
dimension priming. Second, we introduced manipulations of per-
ceptual ambiguity. We feel that the primary beneﬁt of intertrial
priming is the resolution of processing ambiguity (cf. Meeter &
Olivers, 2006; Olivers & Meeter, 2006), and thus that evidence of
perceptual priming is most likely to be detected under circum-
stances of high perceptual ambiguity. We did this by introducing
a salient distractor that was similar to the target.
Our design included stimulus positions that fell on the vertical
meridian of the visual search array. This manipulation allowed us
to isolate lateralized ERP activity related to target activity when
displays contained a salient distractor. This is so because stimuli
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equally in both visual cortices and thus do not have lateralized ef-
fects on the visual ERP (e.g. Hickey, McDonald, & Theeuwes, 2006).
By presenting the salient distractor on the vertical meridian of the
search array we created a circumstance of high perceptual ambigu-
ity without confounding the lateralized response elicited by the
distractor with that elicited by the target.3.1. Methods
3.1.1. Participants
Thirteen volunteers participated for €7 an hour. Two partici-
pants were discarded from further analysis due to an apparent
inability to maintain ﬁxation during experimental participation.
Of the remaining participants six were male and two were left-
handed. Age varied between 18 and 26, with an average of
20.4 years. All subjects reported normal or corrected-to-normal
acuity and color vision.3.1.2. Stimuli, design, and procedure
Participants each took part in two recording sessions, each of
approximately 1 h. In each session they were seated in a dimly-
lit, electromagnetically shielded cubicle at a distance of approxi-
mately 60 cm from a 21 in. monitor. Stimulus generation and
response recording was done on a standard Windows operated
PC using E-Prime software. Examples of search displays are pro-
vided in Figs. 3a, 4a, and 5a. Search displays contained six dia-
monds (diameter 3.3  3.3 of visual angle) appearing against a
black background, regularly arranged on an imaginary circle
(diameter 6.7 of visual angle), such that two items fell on the dis-
play meridian, two items fell to the left, and two items fell to the
right of ﬁxation. Most of the nontargets were gray (21.6 cd/m2).
The target was a randomly chosen element and was either red
(CIE x, y chromaticity coordinates 0.603, 0.344; 21.5 cd/m2) or
green (CIE 0.313, 0.566; 21.6 cd/m2) for six of the eleven analyzed
participants, or blue (CIE 0.170, 0.119; 21.6 cd/m2), or yellow (CIE
0.450, 0.484; 21.6 cd/m2) for the remaining ﬁve. In the distractor
absent condition, the target was the only color singleton in the dis-
play. In the distractor-present condition, one of the nontarget dia-
monds was given unique color, either blue or yellow for thoseFig. 2. Mean intertrial effects (RT for target switches minus RTs for target
repetitions) for the stimulus conﬁgurations used in the ERP analyses of Experiment
1. The target repetition baseline RTs are plotted in numbers inside the columns.
Error bars reﬂect 95% conﬁdence intervals computed for the repeat vs. switch
contrast.subjects in the red or green target condition, or red or green for
those subjects in the blue or yellow target condition. Inside each
diamond there was either a left- (<) or a right-pointing (>) arrow-
head, chosen randomly, and drawn in black. Participants were in-
structed to ignore the distractors, look for a target, and to
respond to the arrowhead inside it by pressing the Z-key for < and
the M-key for > while maintaining central ﬁxation. Participants re-
ceived feedback whenever they made an error and on overall aver-
age RTs and accuracy scores after each block.
In addition to distractor presence, the other factor of importance
was the target type. Targets could either repeat color from trial to
trial, or switch. There were 720 trials for each combination of dis-
tractor presence (present, absent) and target type (repetition,
switch). This resulted in 120 trials for each possible target position
prior to the rejection of trials in which participants made eye
movements. All trial types were randomly mixed within 12 blocks
of 240 trials each, divided between two sessions. Prior to each EEG
recording session there was a practice block of 240 trials.3.1.3. EEG recording and analyses
EEG and electrooculogram (EOG) were recorded from 134
sintered-AgCl electrodes using the Biosemi ActiveTwo system (Bio-
semi, Amsterdam, The Netherlands). Horizontal EOG was recorded
fromelectrodes located 1 cm lateral to the external canthi and verti-
cal EOGwas recorded fromelectrodes located2 cmabove andbelow
the right eye socket. Electrophysiological signals were digitized at
1024 Hz and down-sampled ofﬂine to 500 Hz. Raw EEG was ofﬂine
ﬁltered using a ﬁnite impulse response (FIR) function with half-
amplitude attenuation at0.49 Hz and a 6 dB transition bandwidth
of 0.1 Hz, and low-pass ﬁltered using a FIR function with half-
amplitude attenuation at 20 Hz and a 6 dB transition bandwidth of
3 Hz.
ERP analysis was conducted using a combination of custom
scripts for Matlab (Mathworks, Natick, MA) and the EEGLAB tool-
box (Delorme & Makeig, 2004). Independent components were
extracted from the data using logistic infomax independent com-
ponent analysis (ICA) algorithm (Bell & Sejnowski, 1995). The pri-
mary component associated with eye movements was identiﬁed
and used to reject trials in which participants moved their eyes
within a 1 s time window beginning 200 ms. before stimulus onset.
This resulted in the rejection of 8.3% of total trials per subject
(±4.4% SD). Following this all components associated with blinks,
line noise, and other sources of artifact were identiﬁed and
removed from the data. The resulting epochs were separated into
relevant conditions and ERPs were created using standard signal
averaging procedures. All ERPs were computed with respect to a
100 ms pre-stimulus baseline period and were referenced to the
average of all 128 encephalic electrodes. The ERPs presented in
the ﬁgures were recorded at lateral occipital electrode sites
roughly equivalent to PO7 and PO8 of the international 10–10 elec-
trode placement system (A10 and B7 in Biosemi nomenclature),
and all analyses and statistics reported below are based on the sig-
nals recorded at these sites. These scalp locations are commonly
used in the examination of lateralized P1 and N2pc ERP compo-
nents. We assessed the N2pc latency difference using a modiﬁed
jackknife statistical procedure (see Miller, Patterson, & Ulrich,
1998). The jackknife procedure involves creating grand averages
for each of the n combinations of n1 subjects. Latency is mea-
sured based on these subset grand averages, in this way sidestep-
ping problems inherent to assessing component latency based on
low signal-to-noise, per-subject ERPs. Importantly, the jackknife
procedure has the effect of artiﬁcially reducing variability in the
data and this needs to be corrected for during subsequent statisti-
cal analysis. All jackknife-based analyses reported below have
therefore been corrected as per Miller et al. (1998).
Fig. 3. ERP results of Experiment 1. (a) Example of a lateralized target stimulus conﬁguration in the distractor absent condition, together with the ERPs elicited contralateral
and ipsilateral to (b) repeated and (c) switched targets, as well as (d) the difference waves of the contra- vs. ipsilateral contrast. Note that in the ERP waveforms negative is
plotted upward and stimulus onset occurred at 0 ms and is indexed by the y-axis.
Fig. 4. ERP results of Experiment 1. (a) Example of a lateralized target stimulus conﬁguration in the distractor-present condition in which the distractor was positioned on the
meridian (dashed outline), together with the ERPs elicited contralateral and ipsilateral to (b) repeated and (c) switched targets, as well as (d) the difference waves of the
contra- vs. ipsilateral contrast. Note that in the ERP waveforms negative is plotted upward and stimulus onset occurred at 0 ms and is indexed by the y-axis.
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Fig. 5. ERP results of Experiment 1. (a) Example of a lateralized target stimulus conﬁguration in the distractor-present condition in which the distractor was positioned
(dashed outline) contralateral to the target, together with the ERPs elicited contralateral and ipsilateral to (b) repeated and (c) switched targets, as well as (d) the difference
waves of the contra- vs. ipsilateral contrast. Note that in the ERP waveforms negative is plotted upward and stimulus onset occurred at 0 ms and is indexed by the y-axis.
C.N.L. Olivers, C. Hickey / Vision Research 50 (2010) 1362–1371 13673.2. Results and discussion
3.2.1. Behavioural results
Error percentages were low overall, at 4.8% when the distractor
was absent and the target repeated, and 4.7% when the distractor
was absent and the target switched. In the distractor-present condi-
tionerror rateswere5.3%when the target repeated, and6.5%when it
switched. A repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) with
factors for distractor presence (present vs. absent) and target type
(repeat vs. switch) revealed a signiﬁcant main effect of distractor
presence F(1, 10) = 9.37,MSe < 0.001, p < 0.02. No other effectswere
signiﬁcant. As will be evident below, accuracy followed the pattern
of RTs and there were no signs of a speed/accuracy trade-off. We
analyzed themeanof the remainingRTsusing the sameANOVA. This
revealed signiﬁcant main effects of distractor presence (absent:
454 ms, present: 492 ms; F(1, 10) = 40.195, p < 0.001) and target
type (repeat: 474 ms, switch: 506 ms; F(1, 10) = 31.234, p = 0.001)
and a signiﬁcant interaction between these factors (F(1, 10) =
13.078, p = 0.005). This interaction reﬂects a reliable 28 ms increase
of the intertrial effect in the distractor-present condition relative to
the distractor absent condition. Fig. 2 presents the intertrial effects
on behaviour associated with three stimulus conﬁgurations that
were particularly important in the analysis of ERP results: lateral-
ized target with no distractor (Fig. 3a), lateralized target with dis-
tractor on the vertical meridian of the display (Fig. 4a), and
lateralized target with distractor in the contralateral visual ﬁeld
(Fig. 5a). These ERP analyses are reported next.
3.2.2. Electrophysiological results
Figs. 3b and c, 4b and c, and 5b and c illustrate the ERPs elicited at
lateral occipital electrode sites contralateral and ipsilateral to the
target in each of three critical stimulus conﬁgurations for each of
the repeat and switch conditions. Visual examination suggests a ser-
ies of differences in amplitude and/or latency of the lateralized P1
andN2pc components as a function of target condition. In the lateraltarget, distractor absent stimulus conﬁguration, illustrated in Fig. 3,
the lateralized P1 difference appears to be larger in amplitude for
switch trials (Fig. 3c) whereas the N2pc appears to be both larger
and earlier in repeat trials (Fig. 3b). This can be clearly seen in the
contralateral-minus-ipsilateral difference waves illustrated in
Fig. 3d. The lateralized P1 effect is reﬂected in the positive deﬂection
in these waveforms beginning at approximately 90 ms, while the
N2pc is reﬂected in the negative deﬂection beginning at approxi-
mately 160 ms. In order to statistically assess the apparent ampli-
tude effects for this stimulus conﬁguration we conducted two
repeatedmeasures ANOVAs. Both analyses had factors for laterality
(ipsilateral vs. contralateral) and target type (repeat vs. switch). The
ﬁrst ANOVA was based on mean amplitude measured from 115 ms
to 125 ms, approximately the peak of the lateralized P1 effect. This
analysis revealed a main effect of laterality (F(1, 10) = 14.855,
p = 0.003) but no main effect of target type (F(1, 10) < 1). A signiﬁ-
cant interaction became apparent (F(1, 10) = 5.055, p = 0.048), dem-
onstrating that the increase in lateralized P1 amplitude in the switch
condition was reliable.
We should point out here that the lateralized P1 amplitude ef-
fect observed in this condition is opposite to what would be ex-
pected on the basis of perceptual priming. The lateral P1 here is
larger in the color switch condition than it is in the color repeat
condition, whereas if priming were to facilitate perceptual process-
ing one would expect the P1 to be of larger amplitude in repeat tri-
als. Sensory ERP components are known to be smaller under
circumstances of repeated stimulation owing to refractory or fati-
gue effects (Näätänen & Giard, 1992) and we believe that the re-
duced P1 in repeat trials might reﬂect something along these
lines. In any case, the P1 amplitude effect observed in this condi-
tion did not have a clear behavioural correlate; priming effects in
this condition were minimal.
Returning to the ERP effects, a second ANOVA was based on
mean amplitude from 150 to 225 ms, constituting the majority of
the N2pc conditional difference. This analysis revealed a main
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of target type (F(1, 10) = 1.077, p = 0.324). The interaction was
signiﬁcant (F(1, 10) = 58.766, p < 0.001), demonstrating that the in-
crease in N2pc amplitude in the repeat condition was reliable. Fur-
ther analyses revealed a reliable 8 ms shift in peak N2pc latency
between the repeat and switch conditions (repeat: 208 ms; switch:
216 ms; t(10) = 1.930, p = 0.040).
We would like to note that in this and subsequent conditions
we found that the N2pc occurred earlier than is generally observed
(e.g. Luck & Hillyard, 1994). One possibility is that this reﬂects rel-
ative ease of selection within the sparse search arrays employed,
which contained only ﬁve distractor stimuli. This would be consis-
tent with results showing that the N2pc occurs earlier when a tar-
get is presented among homogenous distractors rather than
heterogenous distractors, circumstances under which target selec-
tion would also be facilitated (Mazza, Turatto, & Caramazza, 2009).
To summarize, in the lateral target, distractor absent stimulus
conﬁguration the lateralized P1 was larger in the switch condition,
while the N2pc both occurred earlier and was larger in the repeat
condition.
In the lateral target, vertical distractor stimulus conﬁguration,
illustrated in Fig. 4, the lateralized P1 elicited in repeat trials
(Fig. 4b) appears to be much the same amplitude as that elicited
in switch trials (Fig. 4c), but, it appears to occur earlier (as clear
from examination of Fig. 4d). There was a signiﬁcant 12 ms latency
difference (repeat: 110 ms; switch: 122 ms; t(10) = 2.130,
p = 0.030). Importantly, this P1 latency effect cannot stem from
structural differences in the stimuli. The effect was observed in a
comparison of ERPs elicited by identical stimulus displays, with
the only difference being the type of trial that preceded these dis-
plays. In contrast, the ERPs illustrated in Figs. 3 and 4 were elicited
by structurally different stimulus arrays; the displays correspond-
ing to the ERPs illustrated in Fig. 4 included a salient distractor,
while those corresponding to the ERPs illustrated in Fig. 3 did
not. We believe that the presence of the distractor causes the lat-
eralized P1 difference observed in Fig. 4, and that this effect reﬂects
target–distractor interactions that do not occur when the distrac-
tor is absent from the display. Far from being a problem or con-
found, however, these target–distractor interactions are exactly
what the experiment was designed to investigate: these interac-
tions are part of the perceptual ambiguity that increases the com-
petition for selection, and thus priming beneﬁts.
In addition to the P1 effects, separate analysis revealed a reliable
10 ms difference in N2pc peak latency (repeat: 210 ms; switch:
220 ms; t(10) = 2.412, p = 0.017). A repeated measures ANOVA
based on mean amplitude from 150 to 200 ms with factors for lat-Fig. 6. Mean peak latency differences in Experiment 1 for (a) the P1, and (b) the N2pc, fo
on vertical meridian, or contralateral to the target) of Experiment 1. Error bars reﬂect
conﬁguration. Note that no P1 could be estimated for the contralateral distractor conditerality and target type revealed a main effect of laterality
(F(1, 10) = 6.588, p = 0.028) and a signiﬁcant interaction (F(1, 10) =
5.209, p = 0.046), but no main effect of target type (F(1, 10) < 1).
The N2pc elicited in the switch condition for this stimulus conﬁgu-
ration also appears to have a late lateralized component, identiﬁed
in Fig. 4d as ‘late N2pc’, that is not present in the repeat condition.
We assessed the reliability of this late component in a repeated
measures ANOVA based on mean amplitude from 300 to 310 ms
with factors for laterality and target type. Neither main effect was
signiﬁcant (laterality: F(1, 10) < 1; target type: F(1, 10) = 3.643,
p = 0.0854), but the interaction was (F(1, 10) = 6.455, p = 0.028).
This demonstrates that the increase in contralateral negativity
was reliable. To summarize, in the lateral target, vertical distractor
stimulus conﬁguration the lateralized P1 was earlier in the repeat
condition, the N2pc was both larger and earlier in the repeat condi-
tion, with a particularly late aspect of the N2pc becoming apparent
only in the switch condition.
Finally, in the lateral target, contralateral distractor stimulus
conﬁguration, illustrated in Fig. 5, there is little evidence of a lateral-
ized P1 in either the repeat (Fig. 5b) or switch (5c) conditions.
However, the analysis revealed a reliable 30 ms difference in N2pc
latency (repeat: 214 ms; switch: 244 ms; t(10) = 7.234, p < 0.001).
A repeated measures ANOVA based on mean amplitude from 150
to 250 ms with factors for laterality and target type revealed a mar-
ginally signiﬁcant main effect of laterality (F(1, 10) = 4.548,
p = 0.059) and an interaction (F(1, 10) = 18.378, p = 0.002), but no
main effect of target type (F(1, 10) < 1). As in the lateral target, ver-
tical distractor stimulus conﬁguration a late aspect of the N2pc is
apparent in the repeat condition. The reliability of this late N2pc
activitywas assessed in a repeatedmeasures ANOVAbased onmean
amplitude from 290 to 300 ms with factors for laterality and target
type. Neithermain effect was signiﬁcant (Fs < 1), but the interaction
was signiﬁcant (F(1, 10) = 7.320, p = 0.022), demonstrating that the
reliability of this late N2pc for this stimulus conﬁguration. To sum-
marize, in the lateral target, contralateral distractor stimulus conﬁg-
uration, the N2pc both occurred earlier and trended towards being
larger in the repeat condition, while again a late aspect of the
N2pc was apparent in the switch condition. The latency shifts in
P1 and N2pc across different stimulus conﬁgurations are summa-
rized in Fig. 6.
As in the earlier ERP investigation of intertrial priming by
Töllner et al. (2008) we found that the latency and amplitude of
the N2pc was affected by intertrial contingencies. As discussed
above, in earlier ERP studies of intertrial priming this modulation
of N2pc was interpreted as evidence of perceptual priming. This
interpretation relies on the assumption that modulation of N2pcr the target switch vs. target repeat contrast as a function of distractor type (absent,
95% conﬁdence intervals computed for the repeat vs. switch contrast per stimulus
ion.
C.N.L. Olivers, C. Hickey / Vision Research 50 (2010) 1362–1371 1369amplitude and latency reﬂect changes in processing that occur
prior to this component. In the current study, we show direct evi-
dence that processing indeed changes in the interval preceding the
N2pc when the search display is ambiguous – that is to say, when
the target competes for representation with a salient distractor.
This change is reﬂected in a latency shift of the lateral P1, and it
was apparent only when the confounding lateralized effect of the
salient distractor was nulliﬁed by presenting the distractor on
the vertical meridian of the search display. Because the lateralized
P1 reﬂects cortical activity involved in early-stage perception, in
our view this ﬁnding provides clear evidence of perceptual
priming.
The ERP results largely matched the behavioural results in that
latency beneﬁts of target repetition were small under conditions of
low perceptual ambiguity (distractor absent), and became larger
under conditions of high perceptual ambiguity (distractor present).
Note that in the distractor-present condition, the position of the
distractor (lateralized vs. on the meridian) appeared to have had
an effect on the N2pc peak latency differences between repeat
and switch trials (30 ms vs. 10 ms, respectively), whereas the effect
of distractor position was not that large in terms of RT differences
(30 ms vs. 23 ms, respectively). However, it seems that when the
distractor was on the vertical meridian, the peak latency measure
did not quite capture the full extent of the delay or protraction
in the N2pc that was evident as the late component in Fig. 4d. In
any case, the overall convergence of P1 and N2pc latency measures
and amplitude changes with behaviour suggests that intertrial
priming effects can be accounted for by changes at perceptual
and attentive processing stages, at least under the circumstances
created by the current experimental paradigm.4. Experiment 2
Experiment 1 provided clear evidence that priming affects per-
ceptual processes leading up to selection, and that such priming ef-
fects are more strongly expressed under conditions of perceptual
ambiguity (i.e. when a distractor was present). In Experiment 2
we sought to extend these ﬁndings using behavioural measures
only, by varying the nature of the distractor so that it became more
or less ambiguous. In Experiment 1, the distractor was very similar
to the target, as both were colored diamonds. In Experiment 2, in
addition to this what we now call similar distractor condition, we
included a dissimilar distractor condition (illustrated in Fig. 1c). In
this condition, the singleton distractor again had a unique color,
but now it was big and round (while the other nontargets were still
small grey diamonds). Just like the similar distractor, we expected
this object to cause considerable slowing, but now on the basis of
its strong salience relative to the other items (Theeuwes, 1992),
rather than on the basis of its similarity to the target. At the same
time, exactly because the distractor was no longer similar to the
target, we expected the displays to become perceptually less con-
fusing as to what the target would be. This reduced ambiguity
should then result in reduced priming effects. This way, we could
also control for an alternative explanation of the results of Experi-
ment 1, namely that the size of the intertrial priming effects simply
increases with overall RTs, without having to assume a role for dis-
tractor-related ambiguity.Table 1
Error percentages in Experiment 2.
Distractor type Target type
Repetition Switch
No distractor 3.6 3.1
Similar distractor 3.3 4.2
Dissimilar distractor 2.4 3.74.1. Methods
4.1.1. Participants
Twelve volunteers participated for €7 an hour. Five were male,
of which two were left-handed. Age varied between 16 and 32,
with an average of 21.3 years. They all reported (corrected-to-)
normal acuity and color vision.4.1.2. Stimuli, design and procedure
Overall, the set up was very similar to that of Experiment 1, ex-
cept for the following changes: search displays contained twelve
(instead of six) diamonds (diameter 1.1  1.1 of visual angle), reg-
ularly arranged on an imaginary ellipse (horizontal diameter 10 of
visual angle; vertical diameter 8 of visual angle). In the distractor
absent condition (50% of the trials), all of the nontargets were gray
(12 cd/m2), the target was either red (CIE x,y chromaticity coordi-
nates 0.597, 0.366; 9.51 cd/m2) or green (CIE 0.254, 0.649;
12.13 cd/m2). In the similar distractor condition (25% of the trials),
one of the diamonds was blue (CIE 0.165, 0.154; 11.59 cd/m2), or
yellow (CIE 0.398, 0.527; 37.34 cd/m2). In the dissimilar distractor
condition (25% of the trials), one of the diamonds was replaced
with a big blue or yellow disk (diameter 3.1 of visual angle). The
three distractor conditions were randomly mixed within blocks.
As before, targets could either repeat from trial to trial, or switch.
The experiment started with a practice block of 32 trials, followed
by 14 experimental blocks of 64 trials each with breaks in between.
Participants received feedback after each erroneous response, and
feedback on average RTs and accuracy scores after each block.4.2. Results and discussion
The analyses focused on RTs. Erroneous responses (3.4%) were
excluded. Table 1 shows the error percentages, which were ana-
lyzed in the same way as the RTs. There were no reliable effects
(ps > 0.2), except for a general increase in errors after a target
switch that approached signiﬁcance, F(1, 10) = 3.66, MSe = 0.000,
p = 0.082. Responses faster than 300 ms or slower than 1500 ms
were also removed, resulting in an exclusion of another 2.8% of
the trials.
The means of the remaining RTs were subjected to an ANOVA
with distractor (distractor absent, similar distractor, dissimilar dis-
tractor) and target type (repetition, switch) as factors. There was a
main effect of distractor, F(2, 22) = 44.37, MSe = 1925.99, p < 0.001.
The presence of a distractor resulted in slower RTs (771 ms for dis-
tractor absent trials, 851 for similar distractor trials, and 832 for dis-
similar distractor trials). There was also a main effect of target type,
F(1, 11) = 22.26, MSe = 740.75, p = 0.001. RTs were overall slower
after a target switch than after a repetition (829 ms vs. 808 ms).
Finally, there was a distractor  target type interaction, F(2, 22) =
12.97, MSe = 319.53, p < 0.001, reﬂecting the fact that intertrial
primingeffects not only changedas a functionof distractorpresence,
but also as a function of the type of distractor. This is shown in Fig. 7,
which plots the intertrial priming effects as a function of distractor
type. Separate two-tailed paired t-tests revealed that there was no
reliable effect of target repetition in the no distractor condition
(5 ms, t(11) = 1.27, p = 0.23). There was a signiﬁcant priming effect
of 42 ms in the similar distractor condition, t(11) = 5.13, p 0.001,
and smaller, but still signiﬁcant priming effect of 17 ms in the dis-
similar distractor condition t(11) = 3.21, p < 0.01. Comparing only
the similar and dissimilar distractor conditions again revealed a dis-
tractor  target type interaction, F(1, 11) = 16.06, MSe = 214.48,
p < 0.01, indicating that the intertrial effects were indeed greater
in the presence of a similar distractor than in the presence of a dis-
similar distractor. At the same time, on target repetition trials alone,
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Fig. 7. Mean intertrial priming effects (target switch RT – repetition RT, in ms) for
Experiment 2, as a function of distractor type (none, similar, dissimilar), and target
type (repetition, switch). The target repetition baseline RTs are plotted in numbers
inside the columns. Error bars denote one standard error of the mean. The mean RTs
on target repetition trials (relative to which these intertrial effects were calculated)
were 769 ms in the distractor absent condition, 830 ms in the similar distractor
condition, and 824 ms in the dissimilar distractor condition.
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824 ms, t(11) = 1.01, p = 0.33. The main difference was on target
switch trials, 872 vs. 841 ms, t(11) = 3.43, p < 0.01.
The important aspect of the results is that intertrial effects were
greater when the display contained a distractor similar to the tar-
get, as compared to a more salient, overall equally interfering, but
less similar distractor. This means that the differential intertrial
priming effects found here and in Experiment 1 were not related
to just the overall RTs. Instead, the effects were determined by dis-
tractor similarity – in other words, how perceptually confusing the
items in the display were. We argue that a similar distractor is
more confusing than a dissimilar distractor, even if the latter is
very salient. In line with the ambiguity account, this increased per-
ceptual ambiguity leads to stronger priming effects.1
5. General discussion
There has been a long-standing debate as to what causes inter-
trial effects in visual search (Becker, 2008a, 2008b; Cohen & Ma-
gen, 1999; Found & Müller, 1996; Hillstrom, 2000; Huang et al.,
2004; Maljkovic & Nakayama, 1994; Meeter & Olivers, 2006; Mül-
ler & Krummenacher, 2006; Olivers & Humphreys, 2003). Notably
it has focused on whether the priming of repeated targets operates
prior to selection (and thus affects this selection), or whether it
operates on post-selection stages, including target veriﬁcation
and response selection. Consistent with earlier proposals (Meeter
& Olivers, 2006; Olivers & Meeter, 2006), we show here that at
least some priming effects can be measured at a perceptual level,
provided there is a degree of perceptual ambiguity in the displays.1 One might argue that not the repetition trials but the average performance across
both repetition and switch trials is a better estimate of baseline distractor costs. Since
the average RT is still lower in the dissimilar distractor condition, one might again
expect smaller intertrial effects. To resolve the issue, we looked at only those trials in
which the distractor was blue. Blue distractors were overall less salient than yellow
ones, leading to reduced RTs. However, these beneﬁts were greater for the similar
distractor condition, so that now on average, RTs were exactly on a par with the
dissimilar distractor condition (814 vs. 814 ms). Yet again, intertrial priming effects
were greater in the similar distractor condition (28 ms) than in the dissimilar
distractor condition (6 ms), a signiﬁcant Distractor Type  Target Type interaction,
F(1, 10) = 6.10, MSe = 247.29, p < 0.05.The behavioural data of Experiment 1 revealed a considerably
stronger intertrial priming effect when a distractor was present,
compared to when no such distractor was present. Consistent with
a perceptual explanation, the EEG data revealed an early modula-
tion of the latency of the P1 component, around 100 ms post dis-
play onset. When a distractor was present, the P1 contralateral to
the target was slowed after a target switch, compared to a target
repetition, and compared to when no distractor was present. This
was then followed by either a weakening, slowing or protracting
of the N2pc, the marker for selection. Our ﬁndings are thus consis-
tent with the earlier study by Töllner et al. (2008), who measured
EEG signals in response to dimension priming rather than feature
priming in visual search. They too found a weakened and slowed
N2pc in response to a target change. Our work extends these ﬁnd-
ings by showing that such N2pc effects may originate earlier, from
as early as the P1 – thus providing more direct evidence for a per-
ceptual inﬂuence.
Moreover, we have shown here that such effects also occur even
for more subtle feature changes within a speciﬁc dimension (in our
case color). This is important, because some recent work suggests
that dimension priming may differ from speciﬁc feature priming.
For example, Olivers and Meeter (2008) showed that the size of
feature-based priming does not alter with the presence of dimen-
sion-based changes, consistent with (though not conclusive evi-
dence for) independent processes. Becker (2008a, see also Becker,
2008b) has provided more evidence for two different types of
priming. Using saccadic latency and ﬁxation duration as measures,
she found that a feature change led to longer latencies for the tar-
get saccade (without affecting ﬁxation duration), whereas a dimen-
sion change led to longer target ﬁxations (without affecting
latency). Assuming that saccadic latency reﬂects processes leading
up to selection, and ﬁxation duration reﬂects decision processes
after selection, Becker linked feature priming to a perception stage
and dimension priming to a decision stage. This may help explain
why Töllner et al. (2008) failed to ﬁnd any modulations prior to the
N2pc: dimension priming effects may have a slightly later locus
than feature priming effects.
5.1. Priming aids the resolution of perceptual ambiguity
Of further interest were the results of Experiment 2. Here we
manipulated the similarity or confusability of the distractor with
the target, and found priming effects to be decreased for less similar,
but still very salient, distractors (with overall RTs controlled for).
This ﬁnding is again in accordance with the idea that perceptual
ambiguity determines the strength of intertrial priming effects.
However, note that this experiment also forces us to further narrow
downthedeﬁnitionofperceptualambiguity. It appears thatambigu-
ity involves, but is not exactly the same as competitionbetweenmul-
tiple elements in the display. If it ismerely any competition between
objects that is then biased by priming, then the very salient dissim-
ilar distractor in Experiment2 shouldhaveyielded the samepriming
effects as the less salient, butmore similar object, under the assump-
tion that the similar overall RTs were indicative of equally strong
competition in the two conditions. The fact that the priming effects
differed between these conditions eithermeans that, despite similar
overall RTs, the quantitative strength of the competitionwas not the
same for the two conditions, or it means that there is a qualitative
difference between the two types of competition. Salient visual
objects generate competition in a bottom-up, stimulus-driven
fashion. This type of processing may be limited to a feedforward
sweep of activation through the visual pathways. On the other hand,
objects that are similar to the target may generate competition in
a top-down, goal-driven fashion, as they are modulated by visual
feedback mechanisms activated by the target template. Priming in
visual search may largely depend on such top-down mechanisms,
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ambiguity” (i.e. high similarity) than ‘‘bottom-up ambiguity” (i.e.
high salience).
Further evidence for a role of top-down set in priming comes
from studies that manipulate the relevance of different target fea-
tures to the task. For example, Goolsby and Suzuki (2001) found no
repetition effects when the target on the previous trial was cued, or
was the only object in the display – conditions under which there
is no uncertainty whether the selected object is indeed the target
(the target features are even irrelevant to the task). The task on
the current trial appears even more important: Fecteau (2007)
independently manipulated the color and the shape of a target
and instructed observers on every trial as to which of these prop-
erties was relevant to ﬁnding it. For example, the target color could
repeat from one trial to the next, but could be relevant in the ﬁrst,
though not the second trial. Fecteau found repetition beneﬁts but
only when the repeated feature was relevant for the current task.
Taken together then, it appears that intertrial priming effects can
occur early in the visual processing stream, but not so early that
they are not subject to task-relevant attentional settings.
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